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In response to the Supplemental Examiner's Answer mailed on April 17, 2003 
on remand from the Decision of the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences on January 30, 
2003, Applicants respectfully request the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences to 
consider the following remarks. This Supplemental Reply is submitted in triplicate, and is 
believed to be proper pursuant to 37 CFR § 1.193(b)(1). 

In the Decision, the Board reversed the rejection of claims 1-4, 6, and 21 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Kawamura; and remanded the application to the Examiner 
with respect to: (1) the rejection of claims 8, 9, and 1 1-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
anticipated by Kawamura; (2) the rejection of claims 8-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
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anticipated by Moslehi; and (3) the rejection of claims 16-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kawamura or Moslehi in view of Stevens. 



rejection of claims 8-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Moslehi, and the 
rejection of claims 16-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moslehi in view 
of Stevens. Accordingly, this Supplemental Reply will not address any of the rejections based 
on Kawamura. 



35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moslehi in view of Stevens, the Board notes that 
the Examiner "does not provide reasons of why one skilled in the art would have incorporated 
the parts of Stevens' apparatus into the apparatus of Moslehi, nor how one skilled in the art 
would do so." The Examiner simply concludes that the reason for incorporation of the parts is 
"a common practice in the art." The Board states that "the examiner has overlooked the basic 
principle that there must have been something present in the teachings to suggest to one skilled 
in the art that the claimed invention would have been obvious." The Board further notes that 
"the examiner has overlooked the basic principle that obviousness under § 103 is a legal 
conclusion based upon facts revealing the scope and content of prior art, the differences 
between prior art and the claims at issue, the level of ordinary skill in the art, and objective 
evidence of nonobviousness." Therefore, the Board remanded the application with respect to 
the rejection of claims 16-20 "for a proper analysis in this regard." Decision at page 9. 



analysis required by the Board, but merely states: "It is the examiner's position that a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have found it obvious to 
modify the Moslehi microwave source by introducing Stevens et al.'s microwave arrester. The 
Stevens et al. microwave arrester is a common practice in the art limiting the extent of 
microwave radiation permeation to the volume of gas intended for discharge as taught by 
Stevens (column 5, lines 24-38; column 6, lines 44-57) in order to provide for efficient power 
delivery and uniformity to the plasma volume (column 9, lines 9-12; colunm 3, lines 19-35)." 
Essentially, the Examiner maintains the assertion that it is a common practice in the art, with 



In the Supplemental Examiner's Answer, the Examiner only addresses the 



In remanding the application with respect to the rejection of claims 16-20 under 



In the Supplemental Examiner's Answer, the Examiner does not offer the proper 
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no explanation as to why one skilled in the art would incorporate the parts of Stevens* 
apparatus into the apparatus of Moslehi, or how it would do so. 



In addition, Stevens et al. does not disclose the microwave arrestors as claimed. 



Stevens et al. discloses a dummy load 46 connected to a magic-T 38, as shovra in Fig. 2, "so 
that any reflected power returning back from the first and second arms will return into the 
dummy load 46 or be reflected back to the microwave source 30" (col. 5, lines 32-36). In 
contrast, independent claim 16 recites an applicator having an input aperture and an output 
aperture, each of which is equipped with microwave arrestors. As discussed in the 
specification at page 22, lines 2-7, the microwave arrestors are provided at the input aperture 
and the output aperture to prevent egression of the microwave plasma from volume 406 of the 
plasma applicator 402, and are preferably comprised of grids, or metal plates having a plurality 
of throughways. There is no teaching as to how the dummy load 46 in Stevens et al. can be 
incorporated into the apparatus of Moslehi to provide microwave arrestors at input and output 
apertures, as recited in claim 16. 



For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 16 



and claims 17-20 depending therefrom are patentable, and respectfiilly request that the 
rejection of these claims be reversed. 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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